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TENTH  REPORT  OF  THE 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMITTEE  ON  CRIME 


To  the  Honorable  Joseph  L.  Alioto,  Mayor  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,  and  to  the  Honorable  Board  of  Supervisors 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco: 


Under  the  enabling  ordinance,  as  amended,  the  existence  of 
the  San  Francisco  Committee  on  Crime  does  not  continue  beyond  June 
30,  1971.   Although  the  Committee  will  continue  under  grant  from 
the  Ford  Foundation  for  another  month  for  orderly  winding  up,  it 
now  submits  this  review  of  its  history  and  activities. 

The  Committee  originated  from  the  union  of  two  streams.   In  the 
summer  of  1967  a  series  of  editorials  over  Radio  KGO  called  for 
formation  of  a  citizens  committee  which  inspired  the  drafting  of 
resolutions  on  the  subject  by  the  President  of  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors.  During  the  mayoral  campaign  in  1967,  Mr.  Alioto,  promised  the 
citizens  of  San  Francisco  that,  if  elected,  he  would  create  a 
"crime  commission"  to  study  all  aspects  of  crime  in  this  city  and 
to  report  recommendations.   After  his  election  and  before  his 
induction  into  office,  Mr.  Alioto  asked  Mr.  Joseph  D.  Lohman,  Dean 
of  the  School  of  Criminology  of  the  University  of  California  at 
Berkeley,  and  the  undersigned,  Moses  Lasky,  Esq.  and  William  H. 
Orrick,  Jr.,  Esq.,  both  of  San  Francisco,  to  act  as  co-chairmen 
of  the  Committee  when  formed.   In  reply  to  a  question  from  Mr.  Lasky 
whether  the  Committee  was  intended  to  be  a  serious  endeavor  rather 
than  a  mere  fulfillment  of  a  campaign  promise,  Mr.  Alioto  stated  that 
it  was  to  be  a  serious  endeavor.   And  in  reply  to  a  statement  that 
it  would  be  useless  to  accept  the  responsibility  of  chairmanship 
unless  the  Committee  would  be  adequately  funded  and  would 
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have  a  staff,  Mr.  Alioto  stated  that  approximately  $250,000 
would  be  available  to  finance  the  work.   It  was  on  these  assur- 
ances that  Dean  Lohman  and  Messrs.  Lasky  and  Orrick  agreed  to 
serve . 

Messrs.  Lohman,  Lasky  and  Orrick  then  immediately  conferred 
to  analyze  and  survey  what  the  Committee  ought  to  do.   Attached  as 
Exhibit  1  is  a  copy  of  a  memorandum  sent  to  the  Mayor  by  Mr.  Lasky 
on  January  29,  1968  outlining  their  suggestions  of  the  scope  and 
nature  of  a  committee's  role. 

On  February  13,  1968,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  authorized  and 
requested  the  Mayor  to  appoint  the  San  Francisco  Committee  on  Crime 
by  Resolution  101-68.   That  resolution  enumerated  the  Committee's 
role  in  language  closely  paralleling  that  of  Mr.  Lasky 's  memorandum 
of  January  29,  1968.   A  copy  of  the  resolution  is  attached  as 
Exhibit  2. 

The  Resolution  also  set  the  Committee's  life  at  18  months. 
Although  the  prospective  Chairmen  felt  that  this  authorized  life- 
time was  altogether  too  short  to  enable  the  Committee  to  perform  the 
tasks  outlined  in  the  Resolution  ,  they  were  still  willing  to 
proceed  if  appointed. 

On  March  18,  1968,  the  Mayor  announced  appointment  of  the 
members  of  the  Committee.   By  a  press  release  of  the  same  day  he 


explained  to  the  public  its  purposes  and  goals.   A  list  of  the 
members  of  the  Committee  as  first  appointed  is  attached  as  Exhibit 
3.   From  time  to  time  some  members  of  the  Committee  resigned  and 
others  were  appointed.   The  membership  of  the  Committee  at  the 
time  any  report  by  it  was  issued  appears  on  the  flyleaf  of  the 
reports.   Exhibit  4  is  a  list  of  the  members  of  the  Committee  at 
the  present  moment . 

Attached  as  Exhibit  5  is  a  copy  of  the  Mayor's  press  release 

of  March  18,  1968.   A  significant  passage  in  that  press  release  is 

this: 

"The  Committee  on  Crime  will  make  a  searching 
inquiry  into  the  vast  complexities  of  crime  in  San 
Francisco  and  will  develop  imaginative  recommen- 
dations to  improve  the  performance  of  the  many 
agencies  that  deal  with  crime,  delinquency  and 
rehabilitation. 

Never  has  a  city  undertaken  a  detailed  diagnosis 
of  its  own  ills  to  discover  not  only  the  causes  but, 
more  importantly,  the  cures." 

At  a  press  conference  on  March  18,  1968,  when  asked  by  a 
newsman  whether  the  reports  of  the  Committee  would  "gather  dust  on 
the  shelves"  as  the  reports  of  other  committees  often  had  in  the 
past,  the  Mayor  assured  the  public  that  they  would  not,  that  the 
Committee's  reports  would  definitely  be  the  basis  of  action.   That 
question  about  "dust  on  the  shelves"  has  been  an  insistently  recur- 
ring one  as  the  Committee's  reports  have  been  issued. 


In  a  letter  of  April  26,  1968  requesting  one  of  our 
members  to  serve,  his  Honor  stated  that: 


"San  Francisco  is  venturing  on  a  bold 
study  of  law  enforcement  and  administration 
of  justice  in  the  Committee  on  Crime." 


It  was  in  this  spirit  that  the  Committee  embarked  on  its  work. 
Mayor  Alioto  in  the  same  letter  also  fairly  described  the  Committee 
as  "representing  a  broad  cross  section  of  professional  expertise 
and  grass  roots  leadership."  The  Chairmen  and  the  whole  Committee 
knew  at  the  outset  that  what  it  might  have  to  do,  if  the  facts 
should  warrant,  could  never  succeed  in  the  setting  of  traditional 
municipal  politics,  but  all  felt  encouraged  to  believe  that  their 
work  would  not  be  snared  in  that  kind  of  setting. 

Thus  on  March  18,  1968,  the  Committee  had  been  created  but 
was  without  funds.   While  awaiting  funds  to  enable  it  to  engage  a 
staff,  and  in  the  hope  of  making  some  headway  without  finances,  the 
Chairmen  resolved  to  begin  studies  through  the  means  of  subcommittees, 
The  Chairmen  broke  down  the  subjects  of  its  work  into  11  categories, 
allotted  the  members  of  the  entire  Committee  to  subcommittees,  and 
assigned  a  subcommittee  to  each  category.   Attached  as  Exhibit  6 
is  a  list  of  the  11  subcommittees  and  a  description  of  the  area 
assigned  to  each. 


One  of  the  11  subcommittees  was  assigned  to  the  subject 
of  non-victim  crime,  that  is,  "crimes"  which  either  do  not 
display  the  traditional  offender-victim  relationship  or  basically 
represent  a  conflict  between  public  and  private  morality.   On 
April  17,  1968  the  Committee  applied  for  a  grant  from  the  Office 
of  Law  Enforcement  Assistance  of  the  United  States  Department  of 
Justice  (O.L.E.A.)  for  the  non-victim  crime  project. 

Nine  days  later  Dean  Lohman  died.   The  Committee  continued 
under  the  chairmanship  of  Mr.  Lasky  and  Mr.  Orrick. 

No  funds  were  received  by  the  Committee  from  either  the  City 
or  from  anyone  at  all  until  August,  1968,  although  several  desks 
in  the  Planning  and  Research  Bureau  of  the  police  department  at 
the  Hall  of  Justice  were  made  available.   On  July  16,  1968,  the 
Committee  was  advised  that  it  had  been  awarded  a  grant  of  $25,000 
by  the  Department  of  Justice   In  the  same  month  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  appropriated  $25,000  for  the  use  of  the  Committee,  and 
a  contract  between  the  City  and  the  Committee  was  presented  by  the 
Mayor's  office  to  the  Chairmen,  by  which  the  Committee  was  to  agree 
to  perform  the  services  outlined  in  the  resolution  in  consideration 
of  that  sum.   By  letter  of  August  1,  1968  from  Co-chairman  Lasky 
to  the  Mayor's  office,  Mr.  Lasky  advised  that  the  sum  of  $25,000 
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"cannot  remotely  cover  the  cost  of  the  services  requested  by 
the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  and  referred  to  in  the  reso- 
lution of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,"  but  he  stated  that  the 
Committee  would  devote  the  funds  to  the  purposes  of  the  resolution. 
The  contract  was  revised  accordingly  and  executed  on  August  7,  1968, 
and  funds  from  this  appropriation  became  available.   That  same  day 
at  the  suggestion  of  the  Chairmen,  the  Mayor  appointed  Mr.  Irving 
Reichert,  Jr.  a  member  of  the  Committee.   Mr.  Reichert  is  an 
attorney  who  had  been  an  Assistant  District  Attorney  in  San  Fran- 
cisco for  8  years,  had  been  connected  with  Continuing  Education  of 
the  Bar  for  8  years  as  Assistant  Administrator,  and  had  been 
active  in  a  variety  of  projects  concerned  with  the  administration 
of  justice,  such  as:   Chairman  of  the  San  Francisco  Bar  Associa- 
tion's Committee  on  the  Administration  of  Criminal  Justice;  Member 
of  the  State  Bar  Committee  on  Criminal  Justice;  founder  of  the  San 
Francisco  bail  project;  and  consultant  to  the  Governor's  Welfare 
Study  Commission  on  Relationships  of  Law  Enforcement  Agencies  and 
Welfare  Departments. 

The  Committee  received  its  first  quarterly  payment  on 
account  of  the  grant  from  the  Department  of  Justice  on  September 
13,  1968.   Use  of  this  money  was,  however,  necessarily  limited  to 
the  non-victim  crime  study  and  was  not  available  for  other  purposes. 


For  the  accomplishment  of  even  that  study,  the  L.E.A.A.  grant 
was  plainly  inadequate. 

Thus,  by  mid-September,  1968,  there  became  available  to  the 
Committee  a  maximum  of  $50,000.   By  that  time,  there  had  been 
over  40  meetings  of  the  subcommittees  and  of  subcommittee  chairmen 
with  the  Co-chairmen  of  the  Committee.   The  Chairmen  concluded 
that  further  subcommittee  activity  would  not  be  fruitful;  the  time 
had  definitely  come  when  spade-work  investigation  required  an 
adequate  and  paid  professional  staff.   The  Chairmen  felt  that  the 
available  $50,000  would  enable  the  Committee  to  begin  that  kind 
of  investigation,  but  only  to  begin  it,  while  exploring  possibili- 
ties of  obtaining  funds  from  other  sources.   Dr.  Robert  Carter 
of  the  School  of  Criminology  at  Berkeley,  (an  associate  of  Dean 
Lohman)  had  served  as  interim  Executive  Director,  but  other  engage- 
ments took  him  away  in  August,  1968.   The  Co-chairmen  felt  that  it 
was  both  useless  and  financially  unwise  to  try  to  replace  Dr. 
Carter  with  a  permanent  executive  director  until  more  adequate 
funding  could  be  obtained,  and  they  contented  themselves  with  the 
aid  of  two  assistants  Dr.  Carter  had  engaged,  to  correlate  the 
work  of  the  subcommittees,  and  one  secretary. 

Meanwhile  the  Committee  had  been  corresponding  with  all 
committees  in  the  United  States  of  which  they  had  knowledge 
(some  60)  calling  themselves  "Crime  Committee,"  and  had  had 


responses  from  37.   These  responses  revealed  that  this  Committee 
was  the  only  one  in  the  United  States  that  had  laid  out  for 
itself  an  articulated  and  integrated  program  of  study  of  the 
whole  subject  of  crime.   With  the  exception  of  the  President's 
crime  commission,  all  others  were  dealing  with  some  limited  phase 
such  as  revision  of  a  Penal  Code,  malfeasance  in  office,  organized 
crime,  or  technology.   While  the  program  as  entrusted  to  the 
Committee  by  the  Mayor  and  the  resolution  of  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors and  as  projected  by  its  Chairmen  was  ambitious,  the 
Chairmen  were  still  then  of  the  view  that  any  lesser  study  would 
not  produce  quite  the  kind  of  landmark  which  they  had  been  led 
to  believe  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  desired.   They 
felt  that  truly  to  accomplish  that  kind  of  job  deserved  five 
years  of  time  and  funding  of  several  million  dollars,  but  believed 
that  a  commendable  portion  of  the  task  might  be  done  with  less. 
It  was  obvious,  however,  that  this  ambitious  program  could  not 
even  begin  to  be  carried  out  with  the  financing  then  at  hand, 
and  the  Chairmen  were  sensitive  about  committing  the  available 
funds  until  they  knew  better  the  full  amount  of  funds  that  would 
become  available. 

By  September,  1968,  also,  the  Committee's  study  of  patterns 
and  trends  had  produced  the  realization  that  crime  statistics 
were  essentially  unreliable  and  of  very  little  use.   Among  those 
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acquainted  with  the  subject,  it  was  widely  felt  that  all 
current  statistics  possessed  major  deficiencies.   The  Committee's 
study  confirmed  this  belief.   The  Committee  respectfully 
concluded  that  no  present  statistic  gave  the  necessary  picture 
of  crime  upon  which  the  other  studies  of  the  Committee  could  rely 
and  proceed.   As  Appendix  A  to  the  Ninth  Report  of  this  Committee 
(being  Part  II  of  its  Report  on  the  Police  Department),  we 
presented  an  analysis  of  the  inadequacies  of  crime  statistics. 

Following  this  conclusion,  the  Chairmen  debated  whether  the 
Conimittee  should  try  to  devise  a  model  reporting  system  and  try 
it  out  in  San  Francisco   They  had  no  doubt  that  a  successful 
model  would  be  a  valuable  contribution  to  law  enforcement  and 
criminology,  not  only  in  San  Francisco,  but  in  California  and  the 
whole  United  States,  even  internationally   Regretfully,  the 
project  was  abandoned,  because  it  would  take  separate  funding 
and  because  the  work  could  not  be  concluded  by  the  terminal  date 
of  the  Committee's  life  of  18  months  as  fixed  by  resolution  of 
the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

In  view  of  the  defects  of  crime  statistics,  the  Committee 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  a  method  must  be  devised  to  ascertain 
the  profile  and  trends  of  crime  qualitatively,  if  the  program 
assigned  to  it  by  the  resolution  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  was  to 
proceed  in  its  full  scope.   This  task,  it  concluded,  could  be 
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done  by  a  program  lying  outside  the  assignment  of  any  sub- 
committee and  requiring  the  joint  efforts  of  all  members  of  the 
Committee  as  well  as  a  large  body  of  paid  staff.   This  would 
be  a  program  of  going  into  the  heart  of  all  districts  of  the 
City  to  find  the  nature  of  crime,  its  impact,  its  causes  and 
methods  of  prevention  and  remedies.   Residents  of  each  area  in  the 
City  would  be  engaged  to  interview  and  talk  to  the  people  in 
that  area  and  to  utilize  any  other  means,  within  the  locality, 
to  ascertain  the  locality's  sense  and  to  feel  its  pulse.   This 
program  would  include  a  thorough  study  of  police  community 
relations . 

Exploration  of  possible  sources  of  funds  occupied  the 
Chairmen's  time.   On  October  31,  1968,  the  Chairmen  applied  to 
the  Ford  Foundation.   Application  required  a  designation  of 
specific  projects,  and  the  Committee's  application  proposed  two. 
One  project  was  for  the  community-wide  study  of  the  profile  of  crime 
in  San  Francisco.   For  this  the  Committee  sought  $259,000.   The 
second  project  was  a  study  of  the  principal  agencies  of  the  system 
of  justice  in  San  Francisco,  that  is,  the  police  department,  the 
sheriff,  the  courts,  the  district  attorney,  the  public  defender, 
probation,  etc.   The  stated  goal  of  this  study  was  "to  make 
recommendations  for  administrative  and  legislative  changes  that  will 
bring  about  a  fairer,  more  efficient  and  more  expeditious  admin- 
istration of  criminal  justice,  and  to  make  effort  to  see  that 


11  - 


such  changes  are  carried  out."  For  this  work  the  Committee 

sought  $154,288.   On  November  4,  1968,  the  Mayor  by  letter  to 

the  Ford  Foundation  endorsed  the  Committee's  application  for 

funds  for  the  first  of  the  two  projects,  the  City  Study.   On  November 

15,  1968,  the  Mayor  wrote  the  Ford  Foundation  again,  to  note 

that  American  Institutes  for  Research  had  applied  for  funds  to 

study  police  community  relations  in  San  Francisco  and  to  state 

the  Mayor's  belief  that,  if  the  Ford  Foundation  should  feel  that 

the  proposal  of  the  Crime  Committee  for  the  City  Study  and  the 

application  of  American  Institutes  for  Research  were  in  competition, 

then  the  priority  must  go  to  the  proposal  of  the  Crime  Committee. 

On  February  17,  1969,  the  Committee  was  advised  that  the 
Ford  Foundation  by  grant  690-0200,  had  granted  the  City  $162,000 
to  finance  the  study  by  the  Committee  of  the  agencies  of  the 
system  of  justice.   Its  application  for  funds  to  finance  the  City 
Study  was  not  granted;  instead  a  grant  had  been  awarded  by  the 
Ford  Foundation  to  American  Institutes  for  Research.   For  that 
reason  this  Committee  has  reluctantly  been  unable  to  study  the 
community  relations  of  the  police. 

On  March  17,  1969,  by  Resolution  198-69,  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors accepted  the  grant  of  the  Ford  Foundation.   On  April  3, 
1969,  by  Resolution  228-69,  supplementing  Resolution  198-69,  it 
extended  the  time  in  which  the  Committee  was  to  submit  its  final 
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report  to  "three  years  from  the  effective  date  of  its  creation," 
i.e.,  either  to  February  19,  1971  or  March  18,  1971.   However, 
the  grant  of  the  Ford  Foundation  was  to  be  effective  only  to 
March,  1970. 

Thus  it  was  not  until  the  lapse  of  over  one  year  from  the 
adoption  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  resolution  authorizing 
its  creation,  of  a  year  since  its  appointment,  and  of  more  than 
a  year  after  the  Co-chairmen  first  sought  to  determine  the  scope 
of  the  Committee's  work,  that  the  Committee  came  into  an  assurance 
of  anything  approaching  adequate  funds,  and  even  then  only  for 
limited  purposes,  and  less  than  the  $250,000  originally  expected. 
It  became  necessary  to  abandon  the  broad  scope  of  inquiry 
ambitiously  laid  out  for  the  Committee  in  the  resolution  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  and  to  confine  itself  to  two  matters,  (1) 
the  study  of  the  agencies  of  the  system  of  justice  and  (2)  the 
study  of  non-victim  crime.   It  soon  also  became  evident  that  the 
study  of  non-victim  crime  and  the  study  of  the  system  of  justice 
were  enmeshed  in  each  other,  since  so  much  of  the  financial  resources, 
energy  and  time  of  the  several  agencies  of  justice  was  being 
swallowed  up  by  attention  to  "non-victim  crimes."  ihrxf.r. 
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After  the  Committee  received  its  grant  from  the  Ford 
Foundation,  Mr.  Reichert  resigned  as  a  member  of  the  Committee 
and  was  appointed  its  Executive  Director  effective  March  15,  1969. 
The  Chairmen  then  ordered  the  Committee's  work  into  high  gear. 
The  Chairmen  proposed  to  the  Committee  and  the  Committee  adopted 
a  policy  that  it  was  to  indulge  in  no  publicity  and  issue  no 
statements  on  any  subject  whatever,  until  it  had  made  a  thorough 
study  and  was  satisfied  that  what  it  had  to  say  was  solid, 
sound,  objective  and  fair.   It  also  resolved  that  if,  after  that 
kind  of  study,  it  became  convinced  that  criticism  of  any  agency 
or  operation  in  the  City  was  warranted,  it  must  not  hesitate  to 
make  that  criticism  public;  otherwise  there  was  no  justification 
for  the  Committee's  existence.   This  policy  resulted  in  due  course 
in  two  kinds  of  criticism  of  the  Committee  itself.   At  the  lapse 
of  the  first  year  it  was  criticized  as  being  moribund,  for  the 
public  did  not  know  how  much  was  under  way.   Later,  when  the 
Committee  was  issuing  its  reports  and  giving  them  as  much 
publicity  as  it  could  --  because  it  then  had  much  to  say  that  the 
public  ought  to  know  --  it  was  criticized  as  being  too  lively. 
As  both  kinds  of  criticism  were  expected,  the  Committee  was 
disturbed  by  neither. 

In  June,  1969,  the  Committee  instructed  its  staff  to 
interrupt  the  study  of  the  police  department  in  order  to  survey 
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the  jails  and  city  prison,  because  of  increased  public  concern 
over  reports  of  unsatisfactory  conditions.   It  was  soon  seen  that 
conditions  in  the  jails  and  their  management  were  so  woefully  bad 
that  the  investigation  took  longer  than  anticipated.   Fortunately, 
the  Committee  had  available  for  the  task,  experts  on  jail  adminis- 
tration, described  in  the  preface  to  the  report.   As  one  sheriff's 
lieutenant  said,  "it  is  useless  to  try  to  fool  you  fellows  the 
way  we  can  the  grand  jury."  On  August  28,  1969,  the  Committee 
issued  its  first  report  --a  "Report  on  the  San  Francisco  County 
Jails  and  City  Prison."  That  report  and  all  subsequent  reports 
were  sent  to  the  Mayor  and  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors . 

In  deciding  to  issue  the  Jail  Report  as  its  first  report, 
the  Committee  was  motivated  in  part  by  the  conviction  that  the 
situation  of  the  jails  and  their  management  was  a  case  requiring 
correction  so  obvious  and  flagrant,  that  if  the  Committee's  recom- 
mendations on  this  subject  did  not  meet  with  the  support  of  the 
community  and  the  municipal  administration,  it  might  be  idle  to 
go  on  to  less  obvious  situations.   The  Jail  Report  was  well  received 
by  the  public.   But  to  the  Committee's  disappointment,  it  was  not 
so  received  by  either  the  Mayor  or  the  Board  of  Supervisors.   The 
Supervisors  did  not  acknowledge  receipt  of  the  report,  and  the 
Mayor  was  quoted  in  the  press  as  refusing  to  be  a  "party  to 
railroading  the  Sheriff."  Many  of  the  Committee's  members  regarded 
this  as  a  slur  on  their  integrity  and  motives;  the  others  chose 
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to  consider  the  remark  as  hasty  and  ill-considered.   The  general 
reaction  to  the  Committee  members  was  to  begin  to  doubt  the 
assurances  given  to  it  when  it  was  created  in  early  1968. 

However,  the  Committee  concluded  that  nevertheless  it  must 
continue  its  work.   That  conclusion  was  based  on  several  consi- 
derations   In  the  first  place,  much  time,  manpower,  money,  and 
gray  matter  had  already  been  invested  in  studying  various  aspects 
of  the  problems  of  the  city.   Secondly,  the  Committee  felt  that 
it  was  honor-bound  to  discharge  a  commitment  to  the  United  States 
Department  of  Justice  with  respect  to  non-victim  crime.   Third, 
the  Committee  felt  that  it  had  an  obligation  to  the  citizenry  of 
San  Francisco  to  continue  with  its  work. 

The  Ford  Foundation  grant  was  for  a  period  of  one  year, 
expiring  at  the  end  of  March,  1970   Obviously,  the  Committee's 
work,  even  as  cut  back  to  study  of  non-victim  crime  and  the  study 
of  the  agencies  of  the  system  of  justice,  could  not  conceivably 
be  completed  by  that  time,  since  it  had  no  adequate  staff  or  funds 
until  April  1969.   Unless  its  useful  life  was  extended  by  extending 
the  period  of  the  Ford  grant  and  further  financing,  large  accumu- 
lations of  data  and  the  results  of  much  thought  and  consideration 
would  be  wasted.   Informal  approaches  to  the  Ford  Foundation 
beginning  in  December  1969  disclosed  that  the  Foundation  held  the 
Committee's  work  in  such  regard  as  to  be  receptive  to  an  application 


-  16 


for  a  further  grant,  provided,  however,  that  the  City  itself 
demonstrated  its  support  of  the  Committee's  work  by  making  a 
further  token  contribution  of  $25,000.   The  Co-chairmen  were 
satisfied  that  they  could  raise  $25,000  from  private  sources  in 
San  Francisco  to  constitute  the  City's  share.   But  representatives 
of  Ford  Foundation  stated  that  only  an  appropriation  by  the 
Municipal  Government  could  demonstrate  a  resolve  of  the  City 
to  back  the  Committee's  recommendations. 

The  Co-chairmen  discussed  the  matter  with  the  Mayor.   On 
February  24,  1970,  Mr.  Lasky  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Mayor  of 
which  Exhibit  7  is  a  copy.   It  is  believed  that  this  letter 
originated  the  train  of  events  that  later  culminated  in  creation 
of  the  Mayor's  Criminal  Justice  Council. 

In  April  1970  the  Chairmen  formally  applied  to  the  Ford 
Foundation  for  the  additional  grant  of  $200,000.   Several  state- 
ments in  that  application  are  worthy  of  quotation: 


"First,  to  perform  a  thorough,  objective, 
verified  study  requires  more  time  and  effort  than 
originally  anticipated.  "  *  * 

Second,  the  jail  report  demonstrated  that 
it  is  not  enough  to  study  and  report.   The  forces  of 
inertia  and  of  vested  entrenchement  and  of  political 
considerations  are  too  strong.   The  Committee  must 
continue  in  existence  to  urge,  force,  cajole,  to 
ride  herd  so  that  its  recommendations  may  be  adopted 
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and  effected.   It  has  pursued  this  course  relative 
to  its  jail  report  at  the  expenditure  of  much  time, 
and  it  is  convinced  that  it  should  do  so  with  respect 
to  all  other  reports  and  recommendations. 

*  *  * 

San  Francisco  is  a  difficult  city  to  move . 
It  is  steeped  both  in  tradition  and  pride  in  its  past 
and  uniqueness.   This  fact  makes  it  sensitive  to  its 
faults  and  creates  a  high  civic  conscience  among  the 
citizenry,  but  paradoxically  it  creates  inertia  to 
change  and  a  seemingly  infinite  capacity  to  absorb 
almost  any  amount  of  criticism,  with  established 
agencies  outliving  their  critics." 


In  April,  1970,  the  Mayor  endorsed  the  Committee's  application  to 
the  Ford  Foundation  for  further  funds.   Contingent  upon  an  appro- 
priation by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  Ford  Foundation  about  May  6, 
1970  granted  to  the  City  for  the  Committee's  use  $200,000,  less 
$17,400  of  unexpended  funds  of  the  first  grant,  or  a  net  of  $182,600 
to  continue  its  work  until  June  30,  1971.   On  May  4,  1970,  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  appropriated  the  additional  $25,000  and  thus 
extended  the  Committee's  official  life  concurrently  with  the  Ford 
grant.   On  May  6,  1970  the  Mayor  issued  a  public  release  announcing 
the  grant  and  stating  that  it  was  conditioned  on  the  grant  of 
$25,000  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.   This  release  contained  the 
following  passages: 


"The  Committee  was  set  up  two  years  ago  by 
the  Mayor  and  the  Board  to  review  and  map  strategy 
on  all  aspects  of  the  City's  war  on  crime. 
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It  has  issued  detailed  reports  on  jails  and 
on  adult  probation,  and  currently  is  intensively 
studying  the  police  department,  the  criminal  courts, 
the  district  attorney's  office  and  the  public  defender, 

It  also  is  investigating  prostitution,  homo- 
sexuality and  other  non-victim  crimes. 

Police  Chief  Alfred  J.  Nelder  has  described  the 
Committee  as  'most  helpful'  and  has  called  for  its 
continuation. 

The  Mayor  said,  'Hard-hitting,  absolutely 
impartial  inquiry  into  all  aspects  of  law  enforcement 
is  essential  to  improving  and  making  more  effective 
efforts  to  protect  our  citizens  from  crime  and 
injustice . ' 


The  Ford  grant  which  will  finance  the  Committee's 
operations  until  July  1,  1971  will  allow  the  Committee 
to  complete  its  reports  and  attempt  to  implement  its 
recommendations . " 


On  January  20,  1970  the  Committee  issued  its  second  report  -- 
A  Report  on  Adult  Probation  in  San  Francisco 

On  October  22,  1970  the  Committee  issued  its  third  report  -- 
A  Report  on  the  San  Francisco  Public  Defender's  Office. 

Its  fourth  report  was  issued  on  December  22,  1970,  being 
Part  I  of  a  Report  on  the  Backlog  of  the  Superior  Courts,  its 
harmful  consequences,  and  the  remedies. 

Meanwhile,  as  a  by-product  of  its  study  of  non-victim  crime, 
the  Comijiittee  issued  a  Directory  of  Drug  Treatment  Facilities  in 


-  19 


San  Francisco  and  distributed  more  than  13,000  copies,  financed 
by  private  contributions  from  the  San  Francisco  Foundation  and 
Zellerbach  Family  Fund. 

On  February  10,  1971  the  Committee  issued  its  fifth  report 
on  bail  and  release  on  one's  own  recognizance,  being  Part  II 
of  its  Report  on  the  Criminal  Courts  of  San  Francisco. 

On  April  26,  1971  the  Committee  issued,  as  its  sixth  report. 
Part  I  of  its  study  on  Non-Victim  Crime.   Part  I  contains  two 
chapters,  one  stating  the  basic  principles  that  most  govern  wise 
public  policy  in  deciding  what  conduct  should  be  made  criminal, 
and  chapter  2  dealing  with  public  drunkenness.   The  previous 
reports  of  the  Committee  had  examined  how  laws  were  enforced  and 
what  improvements  could  be  made  in  enforcement.   But  the  study 
of  non-victim  crime  asked  the  more  basic  question  why  certain  laws 
should  be  enforced  at  all  or  why  they  should  even  exist,  partic- 
ularly in  view  of  the  fact  that  public  resources  for  law  enforce- 
ment had  limitations,  and  it  was  necessary  to  direct  resources 
where  they  would  do  the  most  good. 

On  June  3,  1971  the  Committee  issued  its  seventh  report, 
Part  II  of  its  Report  on  Non-Victim  Crime,  a  report  of  over  100 
pages  on  the  subjects  of  sexual  conduct,  gambling  and  pornography. 
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On  June  9,  1971  the  Committee  issued  its  eighth  report, 
being  Part  I  of  a  study  of  the  Police  Department. 

On  June  17,  1971  it  issued  its  ninth  report,  being  Part  II 
of  its  study  of  the  Police  Department. 

The  Committee's  report  on  the  Probation  Department,  the  Public 
Defender,  and  the  Courts  contain  much  discussion  of  the  District 
Attorney's  Office  and  function,  and  there  was  some  discussion  on 
these  matters  in  the  reports  on  the  Police  Department.   Consequently, 
it  was  concluded  that  no  separate  report  on  the  District  Attorney's 
Office  was  needed. 

On  June  18,  1971,  Ford  Foundation  extended  the  time  for  use 
of  its  grant  to  July  31,  1971. 

The  Committee  has  not  yet  issued  a  report  on  abuse  of 
dangerous  drugs  and  narcotics.   A  very  large  amount  of  material  has 
been  assembled  on  that  subject,  and  draft  reports  on  certain  aspects 
of  it  have  been  presented  by  the  Chairmen  and  the  staff  to  the 
Committee  and  are  under  study.   It  is  believed  that  a  report  on 
the  subject  may  issue  before  July  31st. 

Thus,  the  Committee  has  issued  reports  totalling  around  800 
pages.  These  reports  have  had  great  publicity  in  San  Francisco. 
By  and  large  they  have  received  much  space  in  the  newspapers  and 
much  time  on  television  and  radio.   Magazines  with  national  circulation 
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have  reported  on  earlier  aspects  of  the  Coiranittee's  work,  and  our 
most  recent  reports  have  been  covered  by  the  press  throughout  the 
country.   They  have  been  hailed  throughout  the  United  States.   Copies 
have  been  requested  from  all  parts  of  the  country.   Attached  as 
Exhibit  8  are  lists  showing  some  of  the  persons  and  agencies  who 
have  requested  and  received  copies. 

Unfortunately,  the  press  could  only  summarize  the 
reports  and  sometimes  in  a  manner  tending  to  create  controversy 
rather  than  to  encourage  calm  and  objective  analysis.   The 
broadcast  media  generously  offered  their  facilities,  but  the  format 
of  presentation  over  the  air  involves  such  limitations  of  time  as 
to  produce  an  episodic  and  spotty  discussion.   Regrettably,  there- 
fore, the  public  at  large  has  not  become  acquainted  with  the 
full  content  of  the  reports.   Nevertheless,  the  reports  have 
had  an  influence.   They  have  resulted  in  the  introduction 
of  legislation  which  is  currently  pending  in  the  California 
legislature.   They  are  already  being  used  as  reading  materials  in 
universities  and  law  schools,  have  been  credited  with  inspiring 
a  publication  on  psychiatry  and  crime,  and  portions  of  the  reports 
will  be  published  in  texts  for  high  schools,  colleges  and  law 
schools. 

The  resolution  creating  the  Committee,  as  supplemented  by 
later  action  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  required  it  to  submit 
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its  recommendations  by  June  30,  1971.   The  Committee's  nine 
previous  reports  will  speak  for  themselves.   They  contain 
numerous  findings  and  recommendations,  which  need  not  be  repeated 
here.   It  would  be  difficult  to  summarize  the  contents  of  nearly 
800  pages  in  a  few.  sentences .   However,  we  may  attempt  to  sum 
them  up  thus : 

1.   With  respect  to  Non-Victim  Crime:   Much  of  the 
public  resources,  money  and  manpower  available  for  law  enforcement 
is  being  unnecessarily  diverted  to  matters  with  which  the  criminal 
law  has  no  proper  function,  namely,  the  effort  to  enforce  private 
morals  by  legal  coercion,  and  all  very  unsuccessfully.   A  letter 
.recently  received  by  the  Committee  contained  the  following: 


"As  a  person  with  daily  contact  with  street 
people,  high  school  and  college  students,  freaks 
and  other  so-called  'non-violent  revolutionaries' 
including  big-name  musicians  and  other  spokesman 
for  the  young,  I  encounter  an  energetic  flood  of 
well  meaning  rhetoric  but  seldom  see  realistic 
solutions  offered  to  'Establishment'  agencies  and 
institutions.   People  beat  chests  and  scream 
'It  isn't  right!'  but  they  offer  no  real  solutions. 

Your  Part  I  report  (on  Non-Victim  Crime)  appears 
to  me  to  indicate  that  'Establishment'  is  taking  the 
ball  and  running .. .using  resources  and  skills  so  far 
not  evidenced  by  the  young  non-violent  revolutionaries 
who  seek  social  change.   You  appear  to  have  brilliantly 
articulated  a  fresh,  liberal  philosophy,  and  have 
followed  through  with  preferred  solutions  to 
apparent  injustices  and  inadequacies  within  The 
System." 
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2.   With  respect  to  the  systems  of  justice  in  San 
Francisco:   As  the  Committee's  work  got  under  way,  it  began  to 
suspect  that  all  the  agencies  in  the  systems  of  justice  in  San 
Francisco  were  characterized  and  disfigured  by  archaism,  provin- 
cialism and  amateurism,  an  unwillingness  to  change,  an  inertia,  and 
that  change  would  be  hampered  by  political  considerations  at  the 
end  of  our  work.   These  suspicions  have  ripened  into  firm 
conclusions. 

The  only  recommendation  the  Committee  wishes  to  add  to  those 
contained  in  its  reports  is  that  those  reports  should  not  be  left 
to  gather  dust  on  the  shelves.   This  Committee  was  created  upon 
the  premise  that  they  would  not,  and  its  members  accepted  their 
appointments  upon  that  premise.   Unfortunately,  the  Committee's 
reports  have  not  been  implemented  by  those  responsible  for  its 
creation,  the  Municipal  Administration. 

The  Committee  has  accomplished  much  more  than  its  studies 
and  reports.   In  an  effort  to  honor  its  commitment  to  Ford  Foun- 
dation to  try  to  implement  its  recommendations,  it  drafted  an 
ordinance  and  resolution  to  create  a  Department  of  Corrections  to 
take  over  the  jails  and  city  prison,  and  sought  to  have  it  adopted 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  obtained  legal  opinion  as  to  the 
power  of  the  Board  to  enact  the  ordinance.   However,  it  could  not 
get  a  hearing  before  a  full  committee  of  the  Board.   Also,  in  an 
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effort  to  honor  its  commitment  to  try  to  have  its  recommendations 
adopted,  the  Committee  has  from  time  to  time  presented  its  views 
through  the  press  and  broadcasting  media  whenever  it  issued  a 
report  to  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

The  Committee's  staff  discovered  in  1969  that  plans  of  the 
police  department  calling  for  an  eventual  expenditure  of  over 
$2,000,000  for  utilizing  computers  and  electronic  data  processing 
equipment  would  not  adequately  serve  the  department's  needs.   The 
Committee  then  employed  the  services  of  a  private  consultant,  and 
in  mid-December  1969,  met  with  the  Chief  and  Deputy  Chief  of 
Police.   As  a  result  of  this  meeting,  the  new  Chief  of  Police  sub- 
stantially modified  the  department's  plans. 

We  look  forward  to  the  day  when  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  profits  by  our  labors.   That  day  will  come  if  and  when  city 
officials  read  the  reports  with  anywhere  near  the  care  with  which 
they  were  written.   To  date  they  appear  to  have  been  largely  unread, 
and  most  unread  when  most  denounced.  While  it  would  be  disappoint- 
ing to  the  members  of  the  Committee  if  our  work  should  continue  to  be 
ignored,  their  disappointment  is  perhaps  of  small  importance.   It 
would  be  much  more  tragic  for  the  City  if  the  great  opportunity  fore- 
seen by  the  Mayor  at  the  beginning  of  his  administration  would  have 
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been  lost.   The  Mayor's  press  release  of  March  18,  1968  concluded: 

"The  findings  and  recommendation  of  the  Committee 
on  Crime  can  have  implications  and  ramifications 
for  the  entire  nation,  and  will  be  the  cornerstone 
of  positive  action  in  San  Francisco  *  *   *.   The 
full  support  of  the  city  administration  will  be 
behind  its  (the  Committee's)  efforts." 

It  remains  for  the  city  administration  to  take  a  first  step  toward 

making  the  Committee's  findings  and  recommendations  a  cornerstone 

for  positive  action. 

On  June  30,  1971,  the  Committee  will  return  to  the  City  over  $8,000 
of  the  total  of  $50,000  appropriated  for  its  use.   By  July  31,  1971, 
it  expects  to  return  to  the  Ford  Foundation  at  least  $50,000.  We 
think  it  not  immodest  to  suggest  that  this  sort  of  stewardship  of 
public  funds  has  not  frequently  been  encountered. 

In  sum,  the  Committee  has  received  the  following  net  cash  finan- 
cing: 

From  O.L.E.A.  of  the  U.S. 

Department  of  Justice  $   25,000 

From  Ford  Foundation  343,600 

From  the  City 50,000 

The  actual  cost  to  the  city  is,  however,  nothing  at  all.   The  Committee 
staff  for  a  long  time  worked  in  close  cooperation  with  the  Police 
Department,  and  many  of  its  suggestions  for  improvement  were  accepted 
and  put  into  effect  by  the  Police  Department.  Almost  incidental  sug- 
gestions have  already  saved  the  City  more  than  its  contribution.   For 
example,  the  Committee's  report  on  the  Adult  Probation  Department 
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disclosed  that  a  police  officer  had  been  assigned  to  the  Probation 
Department  as  a  "liaison  officer"  and  recommended  the  abolition  of 
the  post  as  useless.   From  this  report  the  Police  Department  discovered 
the  whereabouts  of  a  "lost"  officer  drawing  about  $11,000  per  year  from 
the  city.   The  Chief  of  Police  abolished  the  post  and  called  the  officer 
back  to  police  duty.   The  Committee's  staff  also  discovered  that  at  the 
police  rifle  range  cartridges  were  being  reloaded  by  a  number  of  full 
time  officers  when  new  cartridges  could  be  bought  for  much  less  than 
the  officers'  salaries.  When  this  was  called  to  the  Chief's  attention 
the  wasteful  practice  was  abandoned.   The  Committee's  staff  also  made 
recommendations  concerning  the  police  computer  program  which  have  saved 
the  city  a  large  sum.  At  the  time  these  recommendations  were  made  to 
the  Chief,  over  $70,000  had  already  been  spent  on  a  program  scheduled 
eventually  to  cost  at  least  $2,000,000.   The  Chief  immediately  modified 
the  program  so  that  the  final  product  would  be  useful  to  the  Department. 
We  could  list  other  recommendations  that  have  already  saved  the  city 
money,  but  the  items  just  mentioned  suffice  to  show  that  the  Committee 
has  more  than  repaid  what  the  City  appropriated  for  its  use. 

Non-cash  contributions  from  others  must  also  be  mentioned. 

After  the  step-up  of  the  work  of  the  Committee  on  receipt  of  funds 
from  the  Ford  Foundation,  the  desks  assigned  to  the  Committee  in  the 
Hall  of  Justice  were  felt  to  be  inadequate  and  inappropriate,  being  in 
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the  proximity  of  the  various  city  agencies  the  Committee  was  to 
investigate.   The  Committee  obtained  a  suite,  equipped  with  furni- 
ture, from  Bank  of  America  N.T.  &  S.A.,  at  its  building  at  300 
Montgomery  Street,  and  the  Committee  has  occupied  those  quarters 
for  over  two  years.   It  has  also  had  the  use  of  the  Directors'  room 
for  its  meetings,  all  without  any  charge  whatever.   Later  it  has  had 
the  use  of  a  meeting  room  in  the  Bank  of  America's  new  World  Head- 
quarters.  The  reasonable  rental  value  of  these  quarters  has  been  at 
least  $27,000. 

For  the  last  three  months  since  the  Bank  of  America  sold  the 
building,  the  new  owners  ARCON,  Inc.,  have  been  generous  enough  to 
allow  the  Committee  to  continue  its  occupancy  and  use  the  furniture 
without  charge . 

The  San  Francisco  Foundation  has  not  only  contributed  funds  for 
the  Drug  Directory,  but  at  the  request  of  the  Committee  has  offered 
to  provide  substantial  funds  for  consultants  to  assists  the  Courts 
and  the  Probation  Department  in  improving  probation  services.   Unfor- 
tunately, those  bodies  chose  not  to  avail  themselves  of  the  funds. 

The  Zellerbach  Family  Fund  contributed  funds  toward  the  publication 
of  the  Drug  Directory. 

Bancroft-Whitney  Company  supplied  the  Committee  with  necessary 
codes  at  no  charge . 
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In  computing  the  value  of  contributions  to  the  work  of  the 
Committee,  the  time  given  by  the  members,  all  without  any  com- 
pensation, cannot  be  overlooked.   In  addition  to  the  sub-committee 
meetings,  there  have  been  over  50  meetings  of  the  full  committee 
in  1969,  1970  and  1971  to  date,  and  several  times  in  1968.   Committee 
members  have  studied  masses  of  material  sent  to  them,  and  various 
committee  members  have  helped  analyze  and  collate  data  assembled  by 
the  staff.   The  Chairmen  have  devoted  countless  hours  to  its  work, 
outside  of  meetings,  without  even  reimbursement  of  out-of-pocket 
expenses  or  reimbursement  for  the  time  of  their  secretaries.   It  would 
be  no  exaggeration  to  say  that  the  time  taken  by  the  Chairmen  and 
members  of  the  Committee  alone  from  their  profession  has  a  value 
several  times  that  of  the  City's  contribution. 

The  Committee  expresses  appreciation  to  its  Executive  Director, 
Mr.  Irving  F.  Reichert,  Jr.,  and  to  its  Assistant  Executive  Direc- 
tor, Mr.  Richard  M.  Sims,  III,  and  has  spread  on  its  records 
resolutions  to  that  effect.   Those  resolutions  are  attached  as 
Exhibits  9  and  10. 

This  Committee  was  created  to  make  searching  inquiry  into 
the  complexities  of  crime  and  to  develop  recommendations.   It  has 
done  so.   We  do  not  presume  to  say  that  our  recommendations  are 
beyond  debate,  but  they , are  the  result  of  painstaking  examination. 
We  doubt  that  any  objection,  either  large  or  trivial,  that  has  been 
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voiced  or  can  be  voiced  against  our  recommendations  was  not 
carefully  weighed  by  the  Committee  and  given  the  value  it  deserved. 
The  least  this  City  should  do  now  is  to  consider  the  Committee's 
recommendations  with  the  utmost  care  and  forthwith  put  into  effect 
those  found  acceptable. 

For  the  Committee,  June  30,  1971. 


h^Ui^   NOrsr^^^ 


Co-chairmen 
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The  Committee  asks  that  the  following  be  appended  to  the 
Report: 

Resolution; 

Be  it  hereby  resolved  through  joint  and  unanimous 
declaration  of  the  San  Francisco  Committee  on  Crime  that 
its  members  do  wish  now  to  convey  to  that  Committee's  two 
Co-Chairmen,  Mr.  Moses  Lasky  and  Mr.  William  H.  Orrick,  Jr., 
these  following  expressions  of  their  true  sentiments,  appre- 
ciation, admiration,  esteemed  and  lasting  good  will:  You 
have  provided  valuable  and  rare  leadership  to  our  group  ef- 
forts. You  have  toiled  with  neither  material  nor  acclamatory 
recompense  for  the  construction  of  a  voluminous  series  of 
important,  judicious  and  constructive  reports  dealing  with 
manifold  aspects  of  the  criminal  justice  system  in  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco,  with  the  aim  of  improving  that 
system  in  all  feasible  ways  for  the  future  benefit  of  its 
citizenry. 

You  have  both  invested  a  prodigious  amount  of  valuable 
time  and  native  energies,  assuming  far  greater  portions  of 
the  Committee's  assigned  task  than  chairmanship  should  impose, 
in  order  to  produce  documentary  results  which  can,  when  imple- 
mented, comprise  concrete  and  durable  benefits  to  this  com- 
munity. 

You  have  demonstrated  infinite  patience,  exhibited  notably 
solid  judgment  and  revealed  steadfast  moral  character  by  giving 
generously  of  your  incisive  faculties  of  analysis  and  evalua- 
tion and  your  specialized  legal  abilities  to  effect  successful 
resolution  of  numerous  honest  divergencies  of  opinion  within 
our  membership . 

You  have  refined,  edited,  embellished  and  articulated 
countless  proposals  and  aspirations  of  the  Committee  by  your 
forceful  yet  discriminating  use  of  the  spoken  and  written  word. 

You  have,  lastly,  bequeathed  upon  the  members  of  the  Com- 
mittee a  valued  legacy  of  cooperative  effort,  of  joint  domi- 
nation over  commonly  shared  challenges,  of  happy  past  memories 
and  treasured  new  friendships. 


EXHIBIT  1 

The  Commission  is  to  start  its  work  and  carry  it  on  with 
no  preconceptions,  prejudices  or  biases  but  is  expected  to  explore 
all  views  with  open-minded  impartiality  to  determine  what  truth  they 
contain  and  what  fruitful  action  they  outline.   It  will  be  given 
a  free  hand  with  respect  to  its  investigations  and  recommendations. 
In  no  circumstances  will  it  be  a  police  review  board.   It  is 
expected  that  the  Commission  will  accomplish  the  following  results, 
although  many  others  are  possible: 

1.  Determine  the  profile  of  crime  in  San  Francisco,  how 
and  why  it  has  changed  over  the  past  thirty  to  fifty  years,  how 
it  compares  with  that  of  other  communities  and  why  it  differs,  if 
it  does,  ascertain  the  identities  of  the  criminal  and  of  the 
victims  of  the  criminal,  and  publicize  these  determinations. 

2.  Ascertain  the  roots  and  causes  of  these  conditions  and 
changes  in  San  Francisco,  determine  whether  there  is  a  relationship 
between  such  conditions,  on  the  one  hand,  and,  on  the  other, 
crime  rates  and  tendencies  toward  criminality,  determine  what  that 
relationship  is  and  describe  it  in  words  all  can  understand, 
determine  whether  cure  and  prevention  require  a  municipal  program 
of  which  law  enforcement  is  only  a  part  and  how  broad  that  program 
should  be,  and  recommend  what  forms  it  should  take. 

3.  Determine  whether  law  enforcement  and  the  administration 
of  justice  in  San  Francisco  are  adequate  and,  if  they  are,  whether 


they  can  be  made  even  better;  find  out  whether  we  have  given 
to  the  police  and  the  courts  adequate  tools  and  support,  whether 
they  have  made  the  best  use  of  what  they  have  and  whether  the 
City  has  made  the  best  use  of  its  police  resources  or  has  burdened 
them  with  duties  that  should  be  placed  elsewhere,  such  as  traffic 
regulation  or  the  like. 

4.  Make  the  same  kind  of  determinations  and  recommendations 
about  the  adjuncts  of  law  enforcement  and  the  administration  of 
justice,  such  as  the  machinery  of  prosecution  and  defense,  correction 
and  rehabilitation,  and  the  treatment  of  youthful  offenders. 

5.  Recommend  wise  courses  of  action  to  be  taken  during  the 
interim  or  transition  period  while  the  new  programs  are  being  put 
into  operation  and  before  they  can  accomplish  their  work  of  pre- 
vention and  reduction  of  crime. 

6.  Probe  and  explore  behind  the  criminal  laws  we  ask  the 
police  and  the  courts  to  enforce.   For  better  or  worse,  San  Francisco 
is  a  unique  social  laboratory  for  the  study  of  modem  social  ills 
and  aberrancies  like  alcoholism,  use  of  dangerous  drugs  and 
narcotics,  suicide,  commercialized  vice,  sexual  activity  between 
consenting  adults,  and  pornography.   How  far  does  wise  government 
require  that  these  ills  be  condemned  and  handled  as  crimes  or 

left  for  cure  and  handling  in  other  ways? 


7.   Study  the  relationship  between  the  citizenry  and  the 
police  and  between  the  police  and  other  social  agencies, 
determine  whether  the  relationship  should  be  improved,  and  make 
recommendations  to  that  end. 


EXHIBIT  2 


RESOLUTION  Requesting  Mayor  to  Appoint  A 
"San  Francisco  Committee  on  Crime." 

RESOLUTION  No.  101-68 

WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  and  California,  among  other 
cities  and  states  in  the  nation,  have  suffered  a  steady 
increase  in  the  incidence  of  crime  and  the  concern  of 
San  Franciscans  about  rising  crime  and  lawlessness  must 
not  degenerate  into  fear  and  hostility,  but  rather  must 
be  harnessed  to  the  development  of  humane,  just  and  ef- 
fective programs  for  conbating  crime  and  its  origins;  and 

WHEREAS,  To  that  end,  the  establishment  of  a  "San 
Francisco  Committee  on  Crime"  can  make  a  searching  inquiry 
into  the  facts  of  crime  and  lawlessness  in  San  Francisco, 
can  develop  imaginative  recommendations  to  improve  the 
performance  of  the  many  agencies  that  deal  with  crime, 
delinquency  and  rehabilitation,  and  can  afford  an  oppor- 
tunity for  participation  by  the  public  in  programs  against 
crime  and  its  causes  which  enforcement  agencies  alone  cannot 
accomplish;  and 

WHEREAS,  Said  San  Francisco  Committee  on  Crime  can 
consider  implementing  programs  adopted  with  success  in 
other  parts  of  California  and  the  nation,  such  as  the  Anti- 
Crime  Crusade  in  Indianapolis,  Indiana,  which  received 
special  commendation  from  the  President's  Crime  Commission, 
and  which,  with  the  sponsorship  and  active  support  of  a 
group  of  public- spirited  women, was  largely  instrumental  in 
avoiding  threatened  vigilante  action  by  attacking  public 
apathy  toward  criminal  violence;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED:  That  his  Honor,  the  Mayor,  be  and  he  is  here- 
by requested  to  appoint  a  San  Francisco  Committee  on  Crime, 
broadly  representative  of  the  community,  which  will  develop 
a  comprehensive  set  of  recommendations  to  combat  lawlessness 
and  its  causes,  will  generate  broad  public  awareness  and 
knowledge  about  crime  and  its  causes  and  will  accomplish 
the  following  tasks,  among  others: 

(1)   Determine  and  publicize  the  extent  and  scope 
of  crime  in  San  Francisco,  comparing  it  historically  and 
with  that  of  other  communities. 

(2)   Ascertain  and  publicize  the  roots  and  causes 
of  crime  and  lawlessness  and  recommend  municipal  law 
enforcement  and  social  programs  based  upon  relevant  data. 


(3)  Determine  the  adequacy  of  law  enforcement, 
administration  of  justice  and  correction  and  rehabilitation 
programs  in  San  Francisco  and  recommend  steps  for  their  im- 
provement, including  the  most  efficient  use  of  police  and 
other  resources. 

(4)  Evaluate  the  effectiveness  and  value  to  the 
public  of  current  criminal  laws. 

(5)  Study  and  recommend  steps  to  improve  the 
relationships  among  the  citizenry,  institutions  of  law  en- 
forcement, administration  of  justice,  correction  and  rehabi- 
litation and  other  social  agencies  in  San  Francisco. 

(6)  Evaluate  the  extent  and  role  of  organized 
crime  in  San  Francisco,  if  any,  and  recommend  actions  for 
its  elimination. 

FURTHER  RESOLVED:  That  said  Committee  shall  submit  a 
progress  report  to  the  Mayor,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and 
the  Citizens  Charter  Revision  Committee  once  every  six 
months  from  the  effective  date  of  its  creation,  and  submit 
its  final  report  and  recommendations  to  the  Mayor,  said  Board 
and  said  Citizens  Charter  Revision  Committee,  eighteen  months 
from  said  effective  date;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED:  That,  subject  to  the  budget  and  fiscal 
provisions  of  theCharter,  the  Committee  shall  engage  a  staff. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was 
adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  at  its  meeting  of  February  13,  1968. 

ROBERT  J.  DO  IAN,  Clerk 
Approved:  Feb.  16,  1968. 

JOSEPH  L.  ALIOTO,  Mayor 
Feb.  23,  1968  -  It  51255 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 
San  Francisco 


SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMITTEE  ON  CRIME 
March  18,  1968 


Co-Chairmen: 

LASKY,  Moses 
Attorney 

LOHMAN,  Joseph  D. 

Dean,  School  of  Criminology 

University  of  California,  Berkeley 

ORRICK,  William  H. 
Attorney 


Members  appointed  by  Mayor; 

BACCARI,  Alessandro 
Public  Relations 

BRYANT,  Clarence  W. 
Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 

CHANCE,  Mrs.  Ruth 
Executive  Director 
Rosenberg  Foundation 

CLECAK,  William  P. 
Attorney 

COBLENTZ,  William  K. 
Attorney 


CONNELL,  Gene  N. 
Contractor  and  Plasterer 


EPSTEIN,  Dr.  Leon  J. 
Associate  Professor  and 
Vice  Chairman,  Department  of 
Psychiatry,  University  of 
California  School  of  Medicine 

FEINSTEIN,  Mrs.  Dianne 
Chairman,  San  Francisco  Advisory 
Committee  for  Adult  Detention 


FLYNN,  H.  Welton 
Public  Accountant 

FURTH,  Frederick  P. 
Attorney 

GARRITY,  Dr.  Donald 

Vice  President  of 

Academic  Affairs 

San  Francisco  State  College 

GROSSO,  Dr.  Robert 
Dentist 
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HAMBURG,  Dr.  David  A. 
Professor  and  Executive  Head 
Department  of  Psychiatry 
Stanford  University  School 
of  Medicine  j\ 

I 
JENKINS,  Warren  T. 
Supervising  Probation  Officer 
Adult  Probation  Department 

KEESLING,  Francis  V.,  Jr. 

Chairman  of  the  Board 

and  President 

West  Coast  Life  Insurance  Co. 
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LADAR,  Samuel 
Attorney 


Members  appointed  by  Mayor  (continued) 


LAWSON,  Lawrence  R. 

Chairman,  Criminology  Department 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 

LUSTER,  Orville 
Executive  Director 
Youth  for  Service 

McCABE,  Charles 
Newspaper  Columnist 
San  Francisco  Chronicle 


UNO,  Edison 

Operations  Manager 

Millberry  Union 

University  of  California,  S.F. 

WALSH,  Francis 
Dean,  School  of  Law 
University  of  San  Francisco 

WONG,  Zeppelin  W. 
Attorney 


NEMEROVSKI,  Howard 


Attorney 


ZERMENO,  Alex 

Economic  Opportunity  Council 


OLNEY,  Warren,  III 
Attorney 

OSTERLOH,  Lt.  William 
Assistant  Director  of  Personnel 
San  Francisco  Police  Department 

PARKER,  Michael 
Attorney 

POLLAK,  Stuart  R. 
Attorney 

POPHAM,  W.  K. 
Hotelman 

RASHALL,  Lee  D. 
Editorial  Director 
KGO  Radio,  American 
Broadcasting  Company 

SACKS,  David  M. 

ABC  Vice  President  and 

General  Manager  of  KGO-TV 

SCHETTLER,  Mrs.  Becky 
Florist 

SIMON,  Louis  S. 
Area  Vice  President 
Group  W-KPIX  TV 


STEWARD,  Garfield  W. 
Attorney 


EXHIBIT  4 
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President 
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Attorney 
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Chairman,  Criminology  Department 
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Executive  Director 
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Educator 
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Attorney 
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Attorney 
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Florist 
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Area  Vice  President 
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Attorney 

UNO,  Edison 

Assistant  Dean  of  Students 

University  of  California,  S.F. 

WONG,  Zeppelin  W. 
Attorney 


EXHIBIT  5 
OFFICE  OF  THE  MYOR 
San  Francisco 
THE  MAYOR'S  COMMITTEE  ON  CRIME 

San  Francisco,  in  her  long  history,  has  blazed  many  new  trails, 
and  must  do  so  today  in  a  pioneering  examination  of  the  many  grave 
social  questions  involved  in  maintaining  law  and  order.  All  San 
Franciscans  are  concerned  about  crime  and  lawlessness.   This  concern 
must  not  degenerate  into  fear  and  hostility,  but  must  be  harnessed  to 
the  development  of  humane  and  just  programs  for  combating  crime  and  its 
origins. 

A  serious  and  systematic  inquiry  —  conducted  by  a  thoroughly  talented 
and  representative  committee  --  into  all  facets  of  law  enforcement  and 
the  administration  of  justice  is  a  paramount  priority  of  my  administration. 
The  urgency  of  such  a  study  was  long  apparent  to  me  as  an  attorney,  and 
it  became  all  the  more  manifest  to  me  as  a  candidate  for  Mayor.   The 
purposes  and  scope  for  the  San  Francisco  Committee  on  Crime  were  incor- 
porated by  Supervisor  John  A.  Ertola  into  what  I  believe  is  one  of  the  most 
significant  and  far-seeing  resolutions  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

The  Committee  on  Crime  will  make  a  searching  inquiry  into  the  vast 
complexities  of  crime  in  San  Francisco  and  will  develop  imaginative  recom- 
mendations to  improve  the  performance  of  the  many  agencies  that  deal  with 
crime,  delinquency  and  rehabilitation. 

Never  has  a  city  undertaken  a  detailed  diagnosis  of  its  own  ills  to 
discover  not  only  the  causes  but,  more  importantly,  the  cures. 


The  Committee  on  Crime  has  been  given  18  months  to  complete  its 
findings,  and  has  been  asked  to  present  reports  every  six  months.   The 
final  report  will  include  an  action  program  for  rooting  out  crime  at  its 
very  source.   Hearings  will  be  held  throughout  the  City.   The  work  of 
the  Committee  will  be  arduous,  and  the  members  willingly  have  accepted 
obligations  of  long  hours  of  hard  work  and  creative  effort. 

The  Committee  will  carry  on  its  work  with  no  preconceptions,  pre- 
judices or  biases,  and  will  explore  all  views  with  open-minded  impartial- 
ity.  The  Committee  will  be  given  a  free  hand  with  respect  to  its  inves- 
tigations and  recommendations.   In  no  circumstances  will  it  be  a  police 
review  board.   It  is  expected  that  the  Committee  will  accomplish  the  fol- 
lowing results,  although  many  others  are  possible: 

1.  Determine  the  profile  of  crime  in  San  Francisco;  how  and  why 
it  has  changed  over  the  past  thirty  to  fifty  years;  how  it  compares  with 
that  of  other  communities  and  why  it  differs,  if  it  does;  ascertain  the 
identities  of  the  criminal  and  of  the  victims  of  the  criminal,  and 
publicize  these  determinations. 

2.  Ascertain  the  roots  and  causes  of  these  conditions  and  changes 
in  San  Francisco;  determine  whether  there  is  a  relationship  between  such 
conditions,  on  the  one  hand,  and  crime  rates  and  tendencies  toward  crimi- 
nality, on  the  other;   determine  whether  cure  and  prevention  require  a 
municipal  program  of  which  law  enforcement  is  only  a  part  and  how  broad 
that  program  should  be,  and  recommend  what  forms  it  should  take. 


3.  Determine  the  adequacy  of  law  enforcement  and  the  admini- 
stration of  justice  in  San  Francisco,  and  how  it  can  be  improved;  find 
out  whether  police  and  the  courts  have  adequate  tools  and  support; 
whether  police  and  the  courts  have  made  the  best  use  of  what  they  have 
and  whether  the  City  has  made  the  best  use  of  its  police  resources,  or 
has  burdened  them  with  duties  that  should  be  placed  elsewhere,  such  as 
traffic  regulation  and  the  like. 

4.  Make  the  same  kind  of  determinations  and  recommendations  about 
the  adjuncts  of  law  enforcement  and  the  administration  of  justice,  such 

as  the  machinery  of  prosecution  and  defense,  correction  and  rehabilitation, 
and  the  treatment  of  youthful  offenders. 

5.  Probe  and  explore  behind  the  criminal  laws.   For  better  or  worse, 
San  Francisco  is  a  unique  laboratory  for  the  study  of  modern  social  ills 
and  abberrations,  such  as  alcoholism,  use  of  dangerous  drugs  and  narcotics, 
suicide,  commercialized  vice,  sexual  activities  between  consenting  adults, 
and  pornography.  How  far  does  wise  government  require  that  these  ills  be 
condemned  and  handled  as  crimes  or  left  to  the  private  conscience,  or  for 
cure  and  handling  in  other  ways? 

6.  Study  the  relationship  between  the  citizenry  and  the  courts, 
district  attorney  and  the  police  and  between  these  and  other  social  agen- 
cies; determine  whether  the  relationship  should  be  improved,  and  make  re- 
commendations to  that  end. 


w 


7.   Evaluate  the  extent  and  role  of  organized  crime  in  San 
Francisco,  if  any,  and  recommend  actions  for  its  elimination. 

The  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Committee  on  Crime  can 
have  implications  and  ramifications  for  the  entire  nation,  and  will  be 
the  cornerstone  of  positive  action  in  San  Francisco.   The  Committee  will 
have  an  outstanding  staff  to  help  in  its  work,  and  will  hear  all  view- 
points before  reaching  conclusions.   The  full  support  of  the  city  admi- 
nistration will  be  behind  its  efforts. 

•k   -k   ic   -k 


EXHIBIT  6 

Profile  of  San  Francisco  Crime  and  Delinquency 

This  area  of  investigation  will  generally  establish  the 
base  line  of  crime  and  delinquency  in  San  Francisco  by  determining 
their  nature  and  extent  and  changes  that  have  occurred.   Drawing 
upon  official  and  unofficial  data,  the  sub-committee  will  examine 
recent  patterns  of  crime  and  delinquency,  generally  from  World  War 
II  through  1967,  the  current  situation,  and  projections  for  the 
future  based  upon  the  past  and  current  data  and  utilizing  available 
demographic  characteristics  of  the  population.   San  Francisco's  crime 
and  delinquency  profile  will  be  contrasted  with  other  like  communities. 
The  sub-committee  will  also  seek  to  determine  the  kinds  of  data  which 
are  necessary  to  make  rational  decisions  in  meeting  the  challenge  of 
crime.   If  statistical  data  is  inaccurate  or  incomplete,  or  if  it  is 
not  available  for  early  years,  the  study  will  determine  what  qualitative 
approaches  can  be  used  to  delineate  the  profile  and  will  make  use  of 
them. 

System  of  Adult  Justice  and  Corrections 

It  is  necessary  to  examine  the  nature,  efficiency  and  effectiveness 
of  the  entire  system  of  justice  from  law  enforcement  through  corrections. 
That  study,  however,  of  necessity  is  seen  to  fall  into  two  parts,  (1) 
adult  justice  and  corrections,  and  (2)  juvenile  justice  and  corrections. 


Schematically  the  two  are  parallel,  but  practically  they  are  different 
because  (a)  they  are  operated  by  different  agencies,  and  (b)  they  oper- 
ate under  different  sets  of  laws.  They  therefore  constitute  two  projects. 

Each  agency  in  the  system,  with  the  single  exception  of  law  enforce- 
ment which  initiates  the  process  by  arrest,  is  dependent  upon  the  agency 
which  has  acted  previously.   It  is  therefore  essential  to  see  the  admini- 
stration of  justice  as  an  interrelated  system  in  which  one  weak  link 
affects  the  total  process.   One  facet  of  this  project  is  the  study  of 
individual  and  agency  decision-making  and  discretion  as  the  part  of  the 
systems  of  justice  and  corrections  which  keeps  the  entire  process  viable. 
This  includes  a  determination  of  who  possesses  the  discretion,  the  points 
and  times  where  the  discretion  is  exercised,  and  the  effect  of  the  successive 
exercise  of  discretion  upon  the  effectiveness  of  law  enforcement.   In 
question  form  we  ask: 

1.  Who  has  the  discretion? 

2.  Who  makes  the  decisions? 

3.  What  are  the  bases  for  these  decisions? 

4.  How  was  the  discretion  exercised? 

5.  What  is  the  effect  of  all  this  flexibility? 

The  sub-committee  examination  will  determine  the  adequacy  of  the  parts  and 
the  total  system  and,  if  found  inadequate  or  wanting,  make  recommendations 
for  improvements.   It  will  determine  if  the  best  use  is  being  made  of 
available  resources  and,  if  not,  the  best  means  for  mobilizing  additional 


resources  or  redefining  the  efforts;  and  it  will  determine  the  nature 
of  the  relationships  between  agencies  and,  if  necessary,  recoinmend 
techniques  for  strengthening  inter-agency  cooperation. 

System  of  Juvenile  Justice  and  Corrections 

It  is  necessary  to  examine  the  nature,  efficiency  and  effectiveness 
of  the  entire  system  of  justice  from  law  enforcement  through  corrections. 
That  study,  however,  of  necessity  is  seen  to  fall  into  two  parts,  (1) 
adult  justice  and  corrections,  and  (2)  juvenile  justice  and  corrections. 
Schematically  the  two  are  parallel,  but  practically  they  are  different 
because  (a)  they  are  operated  by  different  agencies,  and  (b)  they  operate 
under  different  sets  of  laws.  They  therefore  constitute  two  projects. 

Bearing  in  mind  the  foregoing  caveat  that  the  system  of  juvenile 
justice  and  corrections  is  operated  by  different  agencies  and  operates 
under  different  laws  from  the  system  of  adult  justice  and  corrections, 
the  description  above  under  the  heading  of  System  of  Adult  Justice  and 

Corrections  is  applicable  here. 

Mass  Disorders 

The  phenomenon  of  mass  disorders  —  including  race  riots,  student 
unrest  on  the  campus,  and  political  confrontations  on  our  streets  —  has 
been  increasing.   Tvro  major  questions  arise.   (1)  How  may  mass  disorders 
be  prevented,  and  (2)  once  they  occur,  how  are  they  controlled  and  handled. 


The  sub- committee  will  examine  the  nature  and  causes  of  these  mass 
disorders  and  seek  alternatives  which  permit  dialogue  instead  of 
destruction.   It  will  seek  new  and  more  effective  ways  of  preventing 
and,  when  necessary,  controlling  the  violence  so  frequently  associated 
with  this  kind  of  explosive  behavior.   The  techniques  of  prevention 
and  control  will  range  from  opening  channels  of  communications  between 
the  protestors  and  the  "establishment"  and  the  physical  control  of  such 
disorders  through  efficient  use  of  scientific  technology  and  processing 
within  the  system  of  justice.   The  sub-committee  will  further  determine 
the  nature  and  adequacy  of  resources  in  the  community  which  may  be 
mobilized  in  developing  a  strategy  for  reducing  violence  on  the  streets. 

Organized  Crime 

Major  federal  inquiries  during  the  past  two  decades  have  focused 
on  the  nature  and  extent  of  organized  criminal  activity  in  the  United  States. 
The  Kefauver  and  McClellan  Senate  hearings  and  the  recent  President's  Crime 
Commission  Task  Force  on  Organized  Crime  has  indicated  clearly  that  an 
organized  criminal  element,  frequently  referred  to  as  the  Mafia,  the 
Syndicate,  and/or  the  Cosa  Nostra,  are  involved  in  many  illegitimate  and 
legitimate  activities  in  the  United  States  including  gambling,  the  drug 
traffic,  loan  sharking  and  racketeering  on  one  hand  and  infiltration  into 
legitimate  business  enterprise  ranging  from  entertainment  through  union 
affairs  on  the  other.   The  sub-committee  will  determine  if  there  has  been 


infiltration  of  syndicated  criminality  into  San  Francisco  and,  if  so, 
its  nature  and  dimension,  and  how  it  may  most  effectively  be  combated. 
While  San  Francisco  is  a  major  city,  it  is  the  general  belief  that 
organized  crime  has  not  yet  made  its  entrance  into  San  Francisco,  as  is 
doubtless  true  of  many  other  major  cities  of  the  country.   However,  it 
is  apprehended  that  the  proceeds  of  organized  crime  where  it  flourishes 
are  increasingly  infiltrating  into  legitimate  business  in  the  form  of 
capital  investments,  and  it  is  the  belief  of  knowledgeable  persons  that 
San  Francisco  is  a  likely  target  for  this  kind  of  infiltration.  A  study 
to  determine  whether  this  is  true  and  the  effect  of  such  infiltration 
upon  the  social  body  can  be  a  major  contribution  to  the  cities  of  the 
country  as  a  whole. 

Community  Responsibility  for  the  Challenge  of  Crime 

Responsibility  for  the  challenge  of  crime  is  traditionally  placed 
upon  the  official  law  enforcement  agencies  and,  to  a  lesser  degree,  upon 
the  agencies  in  the  administration  of  justice  which  act  upon  law  enforce- 
ment decisions.   Since  crime,  its  nature  and  dimension,  is  a  shadow  of 
the  community,  it  must  be  recognized  that  the  community  —  individual 
citizens,  informal  and  formal  groups,  agencies,  indeed,  all  citizens  -- 
must  share  in  meeting  the  challenge.   The  sub-committee  will  explore  the 
nature  and  dimensions  of  this  broadly  defined  community  responsibility 
and  make  recommendations  for  community  involvement  and  community  action 
including  prevention,  control,  and  correction.   The  sub-committee  will 
examine  the  resources  of  the  community  and  develop  a  strategy  for  their 
utilization. 


Non-Victim  Crime 

There  are  types  of  conduct  presently  condemned  by  criminal  laws 
in  most  jurisdictions  which,  for  convenience,  have  come  to  be  known 
by  the  terms  "Non-Victim  Crime"  —  those  areas  in  which  the  victim  becomes 
victim  by  his  own  choosing  and/or  where  the  proscribed  behavior  may  be 
viewed  as  a  conflict  between  public  and  private  morality.   This  sub- 
committee will  explore  the  identity,  nature  and  dimensions  of  non- victim 
crime;  for  example,  it  will  explore  homosexuality,  narcotics  and  drug 
use  and  abuse,  gambling,  abortion,  pornography,  prostitution,  alcohol 
use  and  abuse,  and  the  like.   The  committee  will  also  examine  alternative 
techniques  for  dealing  with  these  bahaviors  other  than  the  traditional 
processing  through  the  administrative  machinery  of  the  system  of  justice. 
To  state  the  matter  in  a  series  of  questions,  the  questions  to  be  answered 
are  these: 

1.  Are  the  so-called  Non-Victim  Crimes  merely  a  matter  of  non- 
conformity to  prevailing  moral  standards? 

2.  Do  these  acts  of  non- conformity  injure  the  community  and  if  so 
in  what  way? 

3.  If  they  do  not  injure  the  community,  should  not  they  be  left 
alone  by  the  law  in  the  spirit  of  our  society  which  does  not  command 
conformity  where  non-conformity  is  non-injurious  to  the  community? 

4.  Even  if  the  non- conformity  does  injure  the  community,  is  the 
criminal  law  the  way  to  prevent  the  non-conformity  or  are  there  other 
means  of  social  control  that  will  serve  the  purpose  better? 


Disadvantaged  and  the  Administration  of  Justice 

Official  indices  of  crime  and  delinquency  generally  reveal  that 
the  disadvantaged  among  us  —  whether  the  source  of  disadvantageousness 
be  minority  group  status,  ethnic  background,  economic  status,  or  age  -- 
are  more  likely  to  be  involved  as  subjects  in  the  administration  of 
justice.   The  sub-committee  will  explore  the  dimensions  of  the  disadvan- 
taged in  the  administration  of  justice  including  prevention,  control,  and 
corrections.  Attention  will  be  focused  upon  the  system  of  justice  and 
corrections  to  determine  if  the  disadvantaged  outside  the  system  are  at 
a  disadvantage  within  the  system  and,  if  so,  how  they  may  be  afforded  the 
same  degree  of  protection  as  their  non-disadvantaged  counterparts. 

Prevention  of  Crime 

As  noted  above  under  community  responsibility,  there  is  a  tradition 
which  suggests  the  the  law  enforcement  agencies  are  solely  responsible 
for  the  prevention  of  crime  and  delinquency.   This  is  an  inadequate  and 
badly  dated  perspective.  While  law  enforcement  has  a  major  role  in 
prevention,  the  community  must  share  the  enormous  responsibility.   The 
sub-committee  on  community  responsibility,  will  focus  on  prevention,  re- 
cognizing the  enormous  range  of  activities  included  under  this  heading  — 
street  lighting  and  gun  laws  on  the  one  hand  and  activities  for  juveniles 
and  increased  police-community  understanding  on  the  other.   The  sub-com- 
mittee will  examine  the  nature  of  past  and  present  prevention  programs 
and  determine  their  efficiency  and  relevance  to  stated  objectives.   Finally, 


after  establishing  a  dialogue  with  organizations,  agencies,  and 
individuals,  the  sub- committee  will  formulate  recommendations  for  a 
community-wide  effort  of  prevention.   The  investigation  may  well 
point  to  social  conditions  such  as  unemployment,  housing  and  poverty 
as  causes  of  crime  and,  if  so,  recommendations  that  attention  be  given 
to  such  matters  will  follow,  but  the  Committee  will  not  pursue  the 
investigation  further  into  those  areas. 

Application  of  Science  and  Technology 

This  sub-committee  will  explore  the  feasibility  of  integrating 
the  new  processes  and  products  of  science  and  technology  with  current 
efforts  to  meet  the  challenge  of  crime.   These  new  processes  and  products 
range  from  systems  analysis  and  operations  research  through  electronic 
data  processing  and  law  enforcement  "hardware."  Of  major  concern  will  be 
the  development  of  a  system  to  insure  that  these  products  and  processes 
are  carefully  considered  and  tested  before  being  introduced  into  the 
established  system  of  law  enforcement  and  corrections.   The  sub-committee 
will  also  seek  ways  to  alert  the  scientific  and  technical  community  to 
the  needs  and  problems  of  those  charged  with  the  administration  of  justice, 
to  alert  the  latter  to  the  potentialities  of  science  and  technology,  and 
to  open  communication  between  the  two . 
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San  Francisco  Committkk  on  Crime 

300    MONTGOMERY   STREET      ROOM    709 
SAN    FRANCISCO.    CALIFORNIA,    94104 

PHONE:    (41S)    391-1263 


IRVING    F.   REiCHERT,  JR. 
EXECUTIVE    DIRECTOR 


February  24,  1970 


The  Honorable  Joseph  L.  Alioto, 

Mayor , 

City  Hall, 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

My  dear  Mr.  Mayor: 

We  have  recently  discussed  the  necessity  of  your  communi- 
cating with  the  Ford  Foundation  in  support  of  the  Crime  Committee's 
recent  application  for  further  funding.   Without  further  funds 
the  Committee's  work  will  be  coming  to  an  end  in  the  very  near 
future,  which  would  be  tragic  for  the  City.   Even  if  further 
funding  should  be  forthcoming  but  with  some  delay,  the  result 
would  almost  surely  be  that  the  Committee  would  lose  the 
exceptionally  fine  staff  it  has  put  together. 


In  this  connection  I  have  a  further  suggestion  to  make.   As 
I  understand,  the  Law  Enforcement  Assistance  Administration  of 
the  United  States  Department  of  Justice  is  the  distributing  agency 
for  some  $20  million  to  the  various  cities  of  the  United  States. 
I  believe  that  San  Francisco  has  yet  made  no  effort  to  obtain 
any  of  those  funds,  except  for  an  application  of  the  Police  Depart- 
ment last  year.   There  should  be  some  agency  in  this  City  to 


The  Honorable  Joseph  L.  Alioto 


2. 


encourage  and  coordinate  proposals  for  grants  from  the  L.E.A.A. 
The  Crime  Committee  has  already  taken  steps  to  make  a  study  of 
such  to  see  for  what  purposes  those  funds  are  available.   It  offers 
its  services  to  your  office  as  the  coordinating  agency.   If  you  see  fit 
to  appoint  it,  you  could  take  advantage  of  the  occasion  to  give  the 
Committee  the  public  support  and  commendation  which  I  recently 
mentioned. 

Sincerely, 


Moses  Lasky 


ML:md 
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Partial  List  of  Requests  for  Reports 


District  Attorney 
Redwood  City 

Pacifica  Tribune 
Pacifica 


Law  Enforcement  &  Corrections  Department 

Cabrillo  College 

Aptos 

Committee  on  Law  Enforcement  &  Administration  of  Justice 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Contra  Costa  County  Taxpayers  Association 

Richmond  Model  Cities 

California  State  College 
Ha3ward 

College  of  Marin 

Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  &  Service  Library 
University  of  Oregon 
Eugene,  Oregon 

University  of  California 
Los  Angeles 

Legislative  Reference  Bureau 
State  Capitol 
Honolulu,  Hawaii 

De  Anza  College 
Cupertino 

Center  for  Studies  in  Criminal  Justice 
University''  of  Chicago 
Chicago,  Illinois 

Sonoma  State  College 

Fresno  County  Public  Library 

Special  Service  Librarian 

The  University  of  Texas  at  Arlington 

Arlington,  Texas 
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Georgia  State  University 
Atlanta,  Georgia 

Legal  Aid  of  Alameda  County- 
Public  Defender 
Contra  Costa  County 

St.  Louis  Commission  on  Crime 
St.  Louis,  Missouri 

University  Research  Corporation 
Washington,  D.C. 

Stanford  University 
Law  Library 
Stanford 

New  York  University 

Criminal  Law  Education  and  Research  Center 

School  of  Law 

New  York,  New  York 

Rutgers  -  The  State  University 
Newark,  New  Jersey 

Illinois  Law  Enforcement  Commission 
Chicago,  Illinois 

University  of  Toronto  Library 
Toronto,  Ontario,  Canada 

Contra  Costa  County  Medical  Services 

Research  &  Evaluation 

Martinez 

University  of  California 
Boalt  Hall  Law  School 
Berkeley 

The  Alburn  Bureau 
Tucson,  Arizona 

University  of  California 
School  of  Criminology 
Berkeley 

Neighborhood  Legal  Center 
East  Palo  Alto 

California  State  College 
Sociology  Department 
Los  Angeles 
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Superior  Court  Administrator 
Redwood  City 

American  Bar  Association 

Special  Committee  on  Crime  Prevention  and  Control 

Washington,  D.C. 

Goldfarb  &  Singer 
Washington,  D.C. 

Adult  Probation  Department 
Redwood  City 

Commission  on  Peace  Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Sacramento 

State  Library 
Sacramento 

Criminal  Justice  Reference  &  Information  Center 
University  of  Wisconsin  Law  School 
Madison,  Wisconsin 

Superior  Court  of  New  Jersey 
Paterson,  New  Jersey 

San  Mateo  County  Probation  Department 

Napa  Superior  Court 

City  Planning  Commission  of  New  York  City 

American  Bar  Foundation 
Chicago,  Illinois 

Princeton  University  Library 
Princeton,  New  Jersey 

Municipal  Court 
Marin  County 

University  of  California 
Santa  Barbara 

Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Assistance  Council 
Jefferson  City,  Missouri 

Institute  of  Judicial  Administration 
New  York,  New  York 

University  of  California 

Law  Library 

Davis 
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Department  of  the  Solicitor  General 
Ottawa,  Ontario,  Canada 

California  Rural  Legal  Assistance 
Gilroy 

University  of  Toronto 
Center  of  Criminology 
Toronto,  Ontario,  Canada 

Bureau  of  Criminal  Statistics 
Sacramento 

Long  Beach  District  Attorney's  Office 
Long  Beach 

National  Legal  Aid  and  Defender  Association 
Chicago,  Illinois 

Public  Defender's  Office 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

County  of  Santa  Clara 
Juvenile  Justice  Commission 
San  Jose 

Public  Defender  of  the  County  of  Monterey 

American  Civil  Liberties  Union  of  Nevada 
Reno,  Nevada 

University  of  California 
Local  Government  Librarian 
Public  Affairs  Seirvice 
Los  Angeles 

Newman,  Marsh  &  Furtado 
Hayward 

University  of  California 
The  General  Library 
Berkeley 

University  of  California 
Institute  of  Governmental  Studies 
Berkeley 

American  Bar  Association  Fund  For  Public  Education 
Chicago,  Illinois 
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Superior  Court  of  Maricopa  County 
Phoenix,  Arizona 

Law  Library- 
Circuit  Court  for  Montgomery  County 
Rockville,  Maryland 

Continuing  Education  of  the  Bar 
University  California 
Berkeley 

Westinghouse  Urban  Affairs  Unit 
New  York,  New  York 

Administrative  Office  of  the  Courts  in  New  Jersey 
Trenton,  New  Jersey 

University  of  California 

Center  for  the  Study  of  Law  &  Society 

Berkeley 

Principal  Administrative  Analyst 

Judicial  Conference  of  the  State  of  New  York 

New  York,  New  York 

Santa  Cruz  0.  R.  Bail  Project 
Santa  Cruz 

Institute  of  Judicial  Administration 
New  York,  New  York 

University  of  Illinois  at  Urbana-Champaign 
Department  of  Political  Science 
Urbana,  Illinois 

Research  Associate  Services,  Inc. 
Stockton 

Action  Council  on  Alcoholism 
San  Jose 

Commission  on  Alcoholism 
Los  Angeles 

Women's  Faculty  Club 
University  of  California 
Berkeley 

Addictive  Services 
Stockton 
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Office  of  the  California  Attorney  General 
Los  Angeles 

Department  of  Rehabilitation 
Oakland 

Drug  Abuse  Training  Center 
Hayward 

Office  of  the  Deputy  Attorney  General 
U.  S.  Department  of  Justice 
Washington,  D.C. 

The  Progressive 
Madison,  Wisconsin 
Attn:   The  Editor 

Editorial  Director 

WCAU-TV 

Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Rath  Realty 
Pleasant  Hill 

Pacific  Lutheran  Theological  Seminary 
Berkeley 

Chief 

Central  Alcoholism  Clinic 

County  of  Alameda  Health  Care  Services  Agency 

Oakland 

Kent  State  University 
Kent,  Ohio 

Seattle  Public  Library 
Seattle,  Washington 

The  Family  Court  of  the  State  of  Rhode  Island 
Providence,  Rhode  Island 

Sacramento  Bee 

Sacramento 

Attn:   The  Editor 

Commissioner  Patrick  V.  Murphy 
New  York  Police  Department 
New  York,  New  York 
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*  Political  Science  Department 
University  of  Chicago 
Urbana,  Illinois 

*  Office  of  Criminal  Justice 
Department  of  Justice  -  Room  4213 
Washington,  D.C.  20530 

*  Attorney  General  John  Mitchell 
United  States  Department  of  Justice 
Washington,  D.C. 

*  Committee  for  Economic  Development 
Washington,  D.C. 

*  St.  Louis  Post  Dispatch 
St.  Louis,  Missouri 

*  Police  Foundation 
Washington,  D.C. 

Attn:   Associate  Director 

*  Washington  State  University 

Department  of  Police  Science  and  Administration 
Pullman,  Washington 

*  International  Association  of  Chiefs  of  Police 
Gaithersburg,  Maryland 

*  Reporter  of  the  Manchester  Guardian 
London,  England 

*  Mayor  of  the  City  of  New  York 
New  York,  New  York 

*  John  Jay  College  of  Criminal  Justice 
New  York,  New  York 

Office  of  the  Auditor  General 
Sacramento 

Bay  Area  Social  Planning  Council 
Oakland 

Allard,  Shelton  &  O'Connor 

Attorneys  at  Law 

Pomona 
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Fresno  State  College 
Department  of  Sociology 
Fresno 


Requests  from  out  of  State. 


EXHIBIT  9 

RESOLUTION 

In  expressing  our  appreciation  to  our  Executive  Director, 
Mr.  Irving  F.  Reichert,  Jr.,  little  need  be  said  because  his 
great  qualities  are  already  widely  known  and  because  so  much 
has  already  been  said  in  the  press  and  over  the  air.   Mr.  Reichert 
has  been  tireless,  resourceful,  and  imbued  with  an  intellectual 
honesty  and  implacable  regard  for  truth  and  right  that  disdains 
restraint  where  f orthrightness  is  called  for.   That  f orthrightness 
has  been  a  factor  of  surcharged  strength  to  the  Committee.   It  is 
impossible  to  measure  with  a  micrometer  to  what  extent  Mr,  Reichert 
has  shaped  the  course  of  this  Committee.   It  has  been  immense. 
Although,  unlike  many  committees,  this  one  has  not  been  dominated 
by  its  staff,  without  Mr.  Reichert  it  would  have  been  something 
quite  different  than  it  is.   It  was  perhaps  he,  more  than  anyone 
else,  who  guided  this  Committee  into  the  study  of  the  agencies  of 
the  system  of  justice  when  scarcity  of  funds  required  the  Committee 
to  limit  its  original  ambitious  program. 

When  Mr.  Reichert  was  asked  to  become  our  Executive  Director, 
he  accepted  on  condition  that  the  Committee  would  never  let  its 
conscience  be  overruled  by  political  considerations.   The  Chairmen 
gave  him  that  promise,  and  the  Committee  has  honored  it.   In  turn 
we  exacted  a  promise  that  he  would  not  desert  the  Committee  until 
its  work  was  done.   Despite  provocation  from  time  to  time,  he  has 
seen  us  through.   We  thank  him. 


EXHIBIT  10 

RESOLUTION 

As  the  San  Francisco  Committee  on  Crime  draws  its  activities 
to  a  close,  it  must  place  on  record  its  appreciation  of  Mr.  Richard 
M.  Sims,  III.   Mr.  Sims  became  part  of  our  staff  in  May  1970  and 
later  became  Assistant  Executive  Director.   He  has  been  invaluable 
to  the  Committee.   To  dilligence  and  devotion  to  his  work  he  has 
added  keenness  and  imagination.   And,  as  if  these  qualities  were 
not  enough,  he  has  brought  another  that  the  Committee  treasures, 
a  dedication  to  the  cause  of  justice,  decency,  and  honor  in  the 
operations  of  law  and  government.   He  has,  moreover,  opened  a  window 
for  the  Committee  on  the  hopes,  attituiles,  and  reasoning  processes 
of  the  younger  segment  of  the  adult  populace,  fortunately  filtered 
through  a  rational  mind  capable  of  understanding  accepted  values 
while  exploring  newer  ones.   Perhaps  Mr.  Sims'  first  task  was  to 
bring  order  and  clarity  into  the  diverse  materials  on  the  public 
defender's  office.   His  next  task  was  to  compile  a  monumental  mass 
of  material  on  our  courts.   His  last  work  was  in  gathering  and 
organizing  data  for  our  use  in  our  reports  on  non-victim  crime. 
Without  him  our  reports  on  the  public  defender,  the  courts,  and 
non-victim  crime  would  have  fallen  far  short  of  the  standards  this 
Committee  set  for  itself.   Mr.  Sims'  mind  was  a  flint  on  which  and 
with  which  to  strike  sparks.   This  City  and  this  State  can  look 
forward  to  men  like  Richard  Sims  carrying  on. 
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